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sanction, but supported us by their liberality, in 
carrying out a project which has cost several j 
thousands of pounds, and enabled us to cast 
broadcast over the country not far from a 
MILLION of copies of this periodical. 

To our venerated and munificent Primate, 
to his Grace the Archbishop of Dublin, and 
to other venerated Prelates and members of 
the United Church in England and Ireland, we 
owe an especial debt of gratitude for favoui'S 
of many kinds, which we wish thus publicly 
to record, though such persons are of a class 
to whom it would be distasteful were we to say 
how much we owe to them. To not a few of 
the leading minds in our time-honoured Uni- 
versity we would also acknowledge our deepest 
obligations ; and lastly, to our respected publisher, 
who has most liberally, during the whole period 
of our labours, given us the advantage of his 
great experience and valuable assistance, without 
accepting at our hands any pecuniary remu- 
neration whatever. If ever there was " a labour 
of love," it has been the labour of all concerned 
in the Cathouc Layman. 

We now draw to a close, and in bidding our 
unnumbered readers an affectionate farewell, we 
shall end as we began, with the same strain, 
which, though in a language unknown to many of 
them, has headed every number of our work, and 
which, first heard from the angelic choir who 
hailed the Saviour's birth above the fields of 
Bethlehem, has ever formed our object and our 
guide, " Gloey to God in the highest, and 
ON earth peace, good will towakds men." 



The writers and publisher of the Catholic Latman 
have claimed, as a right, a few lines to express their 
fceUngs towards their respected Editor, at the close 
(for the present) of his arduous labours. 

They recognize the proof of liis iudomitable energy 
in the fact that (besides his ceaseless editorial labours 
and anxiety) the able articles written by himself 
exceed in number those of any other contributor. 

But they chiefly desire to express their love and 
admiration for the cahn judgment, the Christian 
temper, and the kindly courtesy which have conducted 
this journal for seven years, without one shadow of 
dissension or disagreement among its many con- 
tributors. 

They are sure that the readers of the Catholic 
Layman will concur in the same feelings. 

If the Roman Catholic Archbishops, Bishops, and 
Priests of Ireland should even yet come forward, by 
themselves, or by their organs of the Press, to take 
up the oft-repeated, but hitherto unanswered, chal- 
lenge of the Catholic Layman, the same wiiters 
will be ready to come forward, under the same 
Editor, to make good what they have written. 



WHAT WE HAVE PROVED. 
Having now bronght our labours to a close, at least for 
the present, it may be useful briefly to recapitulate the 
various points which we have prouerf, whilst discussing the 
great controversy with which we have been so long en- 
gaged. And in order to exhibit our results in a more 
connected and methodical form, we shall first enumerate 
the principal heads of the entire controversy, arranged in 
the order of their mutual connection, and, to some extent, 
of their relative importance. 
!Fir»t of all, then, comes tho doctrine of 
THE CHURCH. 

Next, and intimately connected with it, comes the doc- 
trine of 

the rule of f.aitil 
These are the two grand preliminary questions which 
mast be discussed before we enter on the examination of 
the special points in dispute between the Reformed 
Churches and the Church of Rome. 

The special Topics of Controversy 

may be all reduced to 

Three principal Classes. 

I. The First Class embraces the questions connected 
with Man's state before the Fall, and his state 

AFTER, AND IN CONSEQUENCE OP IT, 

II. The Second Class includes the various topics con- 
nected with man's Restoration from the effects of the 
Fall ; and, in general, with his Salvation, as it is carried 
ou in thb present world. 



III. The Third Class comprises the questions relating 
to Man's condition in a Futdre State. 

I. The controverted topics in the First, or Anthropo- 
logical, Class are 

1. Original Righteousness. 

2. Original Sin, Free Will, Concupiscence. 

II. The Second, or Soteiiological, Class includes the 
following disputed questions : — 

1 . The nature of Justification. 

2. Grace. 

?,. Works. Merit. 

4. The Sacraments in general. 

5. The Sacraments severally — viz., 

Baptism. 

Confirmation. 
C Eucharist. 
l Sacrifice of the Mass. 

Penance. 

Extreme Unction. 

Orders. 

Blatrimony. 
6 The invocation of Saints and Angels. 
7- The worship of Images nud Relics. 

III. The Third, or Eschatological, Class embraces the 
doctrines of — 

1. Purgatory. 

2. Indulgences. 

Having thus enumerated the main heads of the contro- 
versy, we shall now proceed very briefly to state what we 
have proved respecting each of them. 

On the subject of the Chdrch we have proved— 

1. That the Romisli theory of the Churcli, according 
to which its essence consists in what is external, acciden- 
tal, and visible, is contrary to Scripture and the reason 
of tlie case. 

2. Tl)at the assnmed identity between the Church uni- 
versal and the Church tfRome not only contradicts our 
present experience, but is disproved by the unvarying 
testimony of ecclesiastical history from the earliest 
times. 

3. That the doctrine of the Infallibility of the Church 
is a mediajval fiction. By the infallibility of the CImrcli 
it is meant that there exists in the Church, in virtue of 
its original constitution, a visible, living, perpetual tri- 
bunal, whose inherent right and proper function it is to 
decide with infallible certainty on all questions relating 
to faith and morals. We have proved tliat sucli a divine 
attribute does not belong even to the universal Church 
(much less tlie Clmrchof Rome, which is only part ofit), 
and tliat it is, in fact, incompatible with the conditions of 
tho Church's existence in her present militant state. 
We have proved that, even as a theory, lnf,illibility is 
defective in two essential points, viz. : It has never been 
shown how we may be infallibly certain tliat there is 
any infallible tribunal or judge; and 2nd, thejeatof that 
Infallibility, supposing it to exist somewlicre, has never 
been certaiidy determined. 

4. That the Romish notion of tlie Bishop of Rome 
being, de Jure divino, tho Supreme Head of the Church 
upon earth, and the Vicar of Ciirist, is utterly baseless. 
We have shown that tho asserted supremacy of the 
Pope, de jure divino, rests upon three aBSUmjitions, not 
one of which can be established by valid proof, viz. :— 
1st. That St. Peter was invested by Christ with a pri- 
macy of jurisdiction and authority. 2ud. That St. 
Peter was iiishop of Rome. 3rd. That his prerogatives', 
supposing them to have existed, were not personal, but 
transmitted by perpetual succession to all subsequent 
Bishops of Rome. We have also proved that as the 
Papal supremacy, dejure, cannot be estabUshed, so tlie 
supremacy, de facto, has never been universally con- 
ceiled, and was not even claimed by the Popes them- 
selves till after the lapse of several centuries. We have 
shown how strenuously their growing pretensions were 
resisted by some of the most eminent Churches and dis- 
tinguished Fathers : and we have explained how the 
vast influence which the Church of Rome eventually 
succeeded in attaining in the West may be satisraetorily 
accounted for. 

5. As to Papal Infallibility, we have proved that it is 
a comparatively modern development of Papal supre- 
macy ; that it is a purely Ultramontane doctrine, and 
has been absolutely denied by Bossuet, and, in general, 
by ail who maintain Galilean opinions. 

On the subject of the Rule op Faith, we have 
proved — 

1. That the Romish doctrine of Tradition, as a part 
of the Rule of Faith, co-ordinate with and independent 
of Scripture, is opposed to the plain teaching of the 
Written Word, and to the consentient voice of Christian 
antiquity. 

2. That Holy Scripture contains all things necessary 
to salvation ; and that this was the teaching of the 
Church during its earlier and purer ages. 

3. Tliat the Council of Trent, in canonizing the Apocry- 
pha, placed herself in direct antagonism with the Church 
of every preceding age, and with tho recorded opinions of 
some of her own most famous doctors. 

As regards the State of Man prior to the Fall, we 
have shown 

That the Romish doctrine of " original righteousness" 
(originalis justitia), viz., a superadded gift, and not a 
eoimaturai property, U « purely scholastic fiction, invented 



in order practically to nullify the effects of the Fall, and to 
serve as a cover for Pelagian notions of unaided human 
power and resulting merit. 

As regards the State of Man subsequent to the 
Fall, we have shown — • 

1. That the Romish Doctrine of ^^ original sin," viz., a 
mere loss or privation of original righteousness, is likewise 
an invention of the Schoolmen, unsanctioned by Scripture, 
or by the teaching of the early Church. 

2. That when the Church of Rome asserts that the con- 
cupiscence which remains after baptism has not the nature 
of sin, she directly contradicts St. Paul, and adopts the 
views of the Pelagian heretics. 

With respect to the cardinal doctrine of Justificvtion, 
wo have shown — 

1. Tha'. the Church of Rome, in rejecting the doctrine 
of justification by faith only, rejects the plain teaching of 
Holy Scripture, and especially of St. Paul's Epistles. 

2. That she confounds two totally distinct processes in 
the work of man's salvath)n, viz., his justification in 
the sight of God, through fiiith in the atonement of 
Clirist, and liis sanclification, by the agency of the Holy 
Spirit, who gradually purifies and renews his whole 
nature, soul, and body. 

3. That by thus confounding justification and sanclifi- 
cation, she not only impairs the efficacy and obscures 
the glory of Christ's atonement, but also makes a man's 
justitieation depend not on the free mercy of God 
through Christ, but on the fact that he actually is 
just, and, therefore, deseives pardon and grace at God's 
hands. 

Orf the subject of Grace, wo have shown 
That the Cliureh of Rome, by adopting the scholastic 
fictions of "yraceo/conyruiVy" and '* grace of condiynity," 
virtually renounces the faith of the ancient Church, as 
expounded by St. Augustine and the other great Catholic 
teacliers, and substitutes for it the heretical doctrines of 
Pclagius. 
On the subject of Works and Merit, we have shown 

1. That the tendency of the whole teaching of the 
Church of Rome is to sot aside, or throw into the back 
ground, the obedience and merits of Christ, and to sub- 
stitute for them human works and human merit. 

2. That licr doctrine of " counsels of perfection," 
" works of supererogation," " treasury of Siunts' merits," 
&c., is uterly opposed to the letter and spirit of Holy 
Scripture ; and is, in short, a pure fiction, invented for 
the purpose of promoting the lucrative delusions con- 
nected with Purgatory. 

On the subject of the Sacraments in general, we have 
proved — 

1. That while tho Church of Rome, according to the 
decree of Trent, lays it down as an essential condition 
that a Sacrament must have been instituted by Christ 
Himself, she admits into the number of the Sacraments 
certain liitcs which had plainly no such institution. 

2. That in order to include these Rites among the Sa- 
craments, she has unfairly availed herself of the wide and 
vague sense in which tho ancient Fathers used the words 
Sacramentum and /xircr/jpiov. 

3. That tho number seven is purely arbitrary ; and that 
according to her own interpretation of the words just men- 
tioned, she ought not to limit the number of Sacraments 
to seven. 

4. That the notion of there being seven proper Sacra- 
ments was unknown to the Church tiir more than a thou- 
sand years, having been first broaclieJ by Peter Lomb.ird, 
thoJlaster of the Sentences, about the middle of the I2tli 
century. 

5. That the ChurTh of Rome has converted the Sacra- 
ments into mere charms or occult physical agencies, by 
her doctrine that their cfBcacy depends not on the state of 
the recipient, but on their own inherent virtue ; in scholastic 
phraseology, that the sacraments produce their efl'ect ex 
opere operato, and not ex opere operantis, 

6. That the Romish doctrine of Intention is an un- 
scriptural and irrational fiction, invented partly for the 
purpose, of giving consistency to the Romish theory of the 
Sacraments, and partly with a view to render the laity 
still more enslaved to the priesthood. 

With respect to Baptism, it has been shown — 
That the Romish notion of its entirely cancelling origi- 
nal sin, and thereby depriving concupiscence of everything 
sinful, is altogether opposed to the teaching of St Paul. 
In the case of Confibmation, we have proved — 
That, according to the Romish definition of a Sacra- 
ment, it is no Sacrament, because neither the natter nor 
the form was appointed by Christ. 

With respect to the Eucharist, we have proved — 

1. That the Romish doctrine of Traixsubstantiation was 
unknown to the Church for many ages ; that it originated 
with the Schoolmen, and was not raised to the rank of a 
Church dogma till the 13th century. 

2. That it overthrows the nature of a Sacrament. 

3. That it rests upon principles which might be applied 
to the complete subversion of the evidences of the Christ- 
tian religion. 

4. That the adoration of the elements exposes the 
Romanist to great danger of idolatry. 

5. That the doctrine of the sufficiency of Half-com~ 
munion is admittedly opposed to our Lord's own institution, 
and to the universal practice of the Chuich for more than 
thirteen centuries. 
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As regards the Sacbifice of 
proved — 



Mass, 



1. That it is diametrically opposed to the teaching of i 
the Scriptures, which emphatically declare that Christ was , 
offered once for all, and by that one oblation of Himself i 
made a full, perfect, and sufficient sacrifice for the sins of 
the whole world. 

2. That the pretended distinction between the bloody 
sacrifice of the cross and the unbloody sacrifice of the 
Mass is utterly unfounded. 

3. That the whnic notion of a Christian priesthood, 
other than the eternal priesthood of Christ Himself, is 
opposed to Scripture. 

VVitli respect to Penance, we have proved — 

1. That the early Church knew nothing of its being 
a Sacrament ; and that Uomanists are compelled to ac- 
count for the silence o'' antiquity respecting it l)y appeal- 
ing to the pretended Disci/iUiin Aicani. 

2. That Uomanists tliemselves are not agreed as to its 
Matter ; and that the Form assigned by the Council of 
I'rent (sc , ego te absidvo) was not !cno«n in the Church 
for the first twelve centuries. 

3. That the doctriueof " Attrition" or imperfect Con- 
trition, strikes at the root of all true repentance. 

4. That it was not till the 13th century that Auricular 
Confession to a Priest, followed by absolution and satis- 
faction, was declared to be a law of the Church. 

5. That the ductrine of Sutisfaclion rests upon a 
purely gratuitous hypothesis, wholly unfounded in Scrip- 
ture, scil., that whilst the kternal penalties of sin are re- 
mitted to the penitent sinner in virtue of the merits of 
Christ, the temporiil punishments must be endured by 
him either in this world or the next, unless he is able to 
avail himself of tlie treasury of superfluous merit which 
the Church has in hi r custody, and which she dispenses 
to those who can pay liberally for h. 

As to Extreme Unction, we have proved — 

1. That the P'athers of Trent were uncertain as to its 
being instituted by Christ at all, and, accordingly, si)eak 
of it as being " insinuated" by St. Mark. 

2. That the passa>;e in St. Jiimes s Epistle, chap, v., so 
far from estaiilishing tlie sacrament of Extreme Unction, 
is utterly inconsistent with it. 

3. Tlwt its sacrame'itnl character was unheard of in 
the Church for many centuries, and not finally decreed by 
conoiliar authority till the year 143y. 

AV'ith respect to Obdebs, it has been shown — 

That this so-called Sacrament has neither matter nor 
form, nor divine ins/iV«<j(i«. 

And as regards Matbi.moxv, we have proved that it is 
wholly deficient in everything that enn tie thought to con- 
stitute a Sacriimem ; and ihat the only atgumtni by 
which it is attempted to prove it a sacrament is a wretched 
quibble on the word " sacrnnienium," employed by the 
Vulgate in the translation of Kph., v. 32. 

With respect to th« iNvocATroN of Saints and 
Angels, wc have shown — 

I. That it has no sanction from Holy Scripture, hut is 
plainly opposed to its « hole teaching, e.vpress and implied ; 
especially, 

•2. Thill it ignores or sets aside the intercessory func- 
tions which Scripture represents Christ as now discharg- 
ing at the right hand of O^'d. 

3. That it rests u[on gross earthly analogies, which, 
when transferred to Goil anil Cliiist, are equally di.shonour- 
able to both. 

4. That it introduces a nseloss and cumbrous machinery 
for efl'eciing what may be done immediately and by direct 
applic.ition at the throne of grace. 

5. 'ihat it leads to practicid idolatry, inasmuch as the 
thonghis and aft'ictions of the great mass of worshippers 
do I'.ot ascend beyond the benefactors through whose in- 
struinentiility they believe that their prayers are accepted 
and granted ; and tlius that the mediating creatures 
intercept the homage that should be rendered to God and 
Christ alone. 

6. That the worship of the Virgin Mary especially has 
degenerated into rank idolatry, equal or even greater 
homage being paid to her than to Jesus Christ ; and that 
the piaeiicdl efleet of the bull of Pope Pius IX. respecting 
the Immaculate Conception is to add a fourth person to 
the Christian Trinity. 

7. That Mariohury is without ashadowof countcn-ince, 
either from the Scripture or the practice of the early 
Church, and that its origin is ultimately traceable tu a 
sect of fanatical heretics in the 4th century. 

As to the WoBsiiiP OF ImagivS, we have shown — 
1 . That however explained, it flatly contradicts the 
most explicit and emphatic statements of holy Scripture. 
2 That it was unknown in the early Church, the ab- 
sence of it being ore of the characteristic notes of Chris- 
tianity, as distinguished from the religions of heathenism. 

3. That it was gradually introduced into the Church 
through a corrupt imitation of Paganism. 

4. That it almost inevitably leads to gross idolatry 
among the vulgar, who know nothing of duliu, hyiierdutia, 
and latria; and wht> cannot perceive or else disregard the 
fine distinctions drawn by specnlative theologians between 
the worship paid to the image and to the being whom it 
represents. 

With respect to Purgatobv, we have proved — 
1. That the doctrine has no foundation in holy Scrip- 
are, but is positively repugnant to its letter and spirit. 



have j 2. That in its present form it was not known in the 
I Church for the first six centuries. 



3. That a large part of the Charch, viz., the Greek 
Church, has never received it. 

4. That it was borrowed from Paganism. 

5. That it is utterly iaconsisteut with other Bomisb 
dogmas. 

6. That the Propers for the Dead which we read of in 
the early history of the Church had no reference what- 
soever to an intermediate state like that of the Romish 
Purgatory. 

As regards the doctrine of Indulgences, we have 
proved — 

1. That when the Council of Trent declares that the 
power of granting Indulgences was given by CSirist to 
His Church, it states what is not the fact ; and, on the 
contrary, that the whole notion on which the doctrine 
rests is utterly opposed to the teaching of God's written 
word. 

a. That the doctrine of Indulgences being intimately 
connected with the dogma of Purgatory could not have 
been invented earlier than the latter, and, in point of 
fact, was not heard of till about the lOtli century. 

3. That the Indulgences of which we read in early 
ecclesiastical history were of a totally different kind ; and 
that the Church of Rome has in this, as in several other 
cases, practised a gross deception by confounding simi- 
larity of name with similarity of meaning. 

Sneh is a very brief and imperlcct lecapitulation of 
some of the points which have been proved in the pages 
of the Catholic Lavuan. A glance at our Indexes 
will show that wehaveprovedagreat deal more respecting 
each topic of controversy than what has been now enume- 
rated. But even this short outline ought to be sullicient 
to make any honest Homan Catholic pause and ask 
himself, Am I safe in continuing a member of a Church 
which numbers among her Artii;les of Faith some doc- 
trines which cannot be proved either by Scripture or the 
authority of the early Church, and some which appear 
plainly opposed to both ? May the Spirit of God bring 
this question home to the heart and conscience of every 
candid inquirer after truth ! 

One word in conclnsion. In all our controversial dis- 
cussions our preat object has been to fulfil the Apostle's 
injunction, " To speak the truth in love." We have la- 
boured to set forth the truth fully, and fearlessly, and 
lovingly. We have felt it to be our solemn duty on the 
one hand to "extenuate nothing,"and, on the other, not 
to ''set down aught in malice." We have all through 
been impressed with a deep conviction that we were deal- 
ing with topics in which God's glory and the inter- 
ests of immortal souls were at stake. We now with- 
draw, for the present, from the field in which we have 
BO long toiled, committing the result to Him whose 
written Word we have taken as our great rule and guide : 
truaiing to His own most gracious promise; — "As the 
rain cometh down and the snow from heaven, and r*- 
tuntctb not thither, but waterelh the earth, and makcth 
it bring forth and bud, that it may give seed to the sower, 
and bread to the eater : so shall luy word be that goeth 
forth out of my mouth ; it shall not return unto me void, 
but it shall accomplish that which I please, and it shall 
prosper in the thing whereto I sent it" i_lsaiah Iv. 10, 1 1.) 



Coms^onJime. 



DID THE HOLY FATHERS ACKNOWLEDGE 

THE POPE'S SUPKEMACY? 

In closing our labours it is, of course, necessary that we 

should devote what ^pace we can, to wind up our somewhat 

protracted discussion with Dr. Geraghly. 

That discussion has now been coniinued for a whole 
year, during which time it is reasonable to conclude that 
that gentleman has brought forward the best arguments and 
authorities he could in favour of his opinions. 

Whether he has grapphd with our arguments in a 
manner satisfactory to men of manly and candid minds, 
we must leave it to our readers, present and future, to 
judge. That we have endeavoured to discuss his argu- 
ments and quotations in a straightforward and candid 
manner we fearlessly assert, and his letters have also given 
us an opportunity of bringing forward nut a few iiupurtant 
matters of ecclesiastical history, which we would scarcely 
have found room for in a more systematic and cousecutivi; 
form. We thank Or. Gcraghty, accordingly, for the ser- 
vice he has done us in this particular. If be hud been 
able to detect in our seven volumes as many inaccuracies 
as we have done in as many of his letters, we should have 
retired from the stage of controversy under feelings of 
shame, instead of the pride we do feel — and, we hope, ajus- 
tiHablearnl honourable pride — at the correctness and fidelity 
of our statements and quotations. If our volumes shall 
live, as we confidently believe they will, they will, probably, 
be most prized by posterity for their accuracy and candour. 
Let it not ha supposed, however, that we undervalue 
Dr. Geraghty's talents or acquirements, becatise he has 
not succeeded better in support of his opinions. Cotisider- 
ing the intractable character of the materials with which 
he had to work, wc think he really showed no little inge- 
nuity and adroitness in the management of them ; aad 
we doubt much whether there is a controversialist in the 
present day on the Boman Catholic side vbo cotUd have 



done it better. But what can tlie most experienced 
or ekilfal advocate do, when the witnesses be has at his 
command either shoot wide of the mark, or wholly break 
down under a searching cross-examination ? Dr. Geraghty 
may be to be blamed for having espoused, or pitied for 
having been educated in, a creed which neither histori- 
cally or theologically will stand the test of close exami- 
nation ; but having once espoused it, and committed 
himself to its defence, we cannot bring ourselves to criti- 
cize his performances by the same standard, that we should 
feel at liberty, and, indeed, called upon to do, if we 
believed that he had truth upon his side. What would 
be unpardonable trifling, and insufferable sophistry, if 
brought forward on the side of truth, may be very clever 
and dexterous ingenuity when adduced in defenceof error. 
We only wonder how any man of intelligence could delude 
himself, much less think be could convince others, by 
reasonings so inconclu.sive ; or blind his own understand- 
ing to the difficulties which beset on every side the theory 
he has adopted. We suppose it is only to be accounted 
for by reflecting that minds educated in the belief that 
it is eirtue to believe implicitly, and sir to question, what- 
ever is taught by ecclesiastical authority, do not know 
how to give fair play to their own minds, much less to 
those of others, and actually lose the power of close 
thought and accurate reasoning in their mistakenly ptoii» 
struggle to uphold » hat they originally adopted on the au- 
thority of others, without examination. Those who have 
been educated in a freer school, and accustomed to a 
purer atmosphere, should be grateful to God that they 
have the enjoyment of the full use of their reasoning 
faculties, undimmed and unclouded by the fogs of heredi- 
tary error, and should rather feel compassion than en- 
mity or anger towards those whose mental vision bw 
been jaundiced by prejudice or stunted by early educa- 
tion. We freely forgive J)r. Geraghty any ofli>nce« 
which he may from time to time have committed iu our 
pages against Christian charity and love, at^d wc shall 
never cease to pray that his eyes may, ere it is too late, Iw 
opened to the fatsU delusions uf the creed he has struggled 
so earnestly, and, we believe, conscientiously, to support. 
SVe have still, however, a long string of quotations to 
deal with, and we proceed briefly to consider such of them 
as appear to us to be most deserving of consideration. 
Hitiierto we have proceeded seriatim el verbatim in tit« 
exact order in which the writer himself arranged hU 
authorities ; we must now, however, divide and dis» 
tiuguish them in the only luanner which the limits stilt 
at our command will permit. 

Dr. Geraghty, for instance, quQtoa as authorities 
several Popes of the 5th, 6th, 7th, f<th, and 9th centuries ; 
but as wc have already declined to receive the Bishops 
oi Borne of earlier centuries as competent witnesses in 
their own cause, we cannot waste our space by encun\r 
bering it with testimonies which, even if multiplied ad 
infinitum, would obviously prove nothing. Popes, wr^ 
admit, were ever making grand and arrogant assump^ 
tions of pre-emiuence and authority ; but ih© matter of 
importance is not what they claimed, hut wliat other 
Churches accorded to them ; and we have already proved 
by a variety of instances that these assumptions were 
vigorously resisted by other Churches during the fir»i 
four centuries, wherever they found it necessary to do so 
to preserve their own privileges and independenue, from 
that time, as other Churches declined, the Church of 
Konie gained further and lurther power by encroach- 
ment, until the t)th century, when, after losing half the 
Christian world by the Greek schism, she tardily ob- 
tained, after a long struggle, someihing approaching, 
at least, to a real supremacy over all that remained to her 
in the West, until the Reformation dawned and relieved 
from her iron grasp no inconsiderable portion of the 
fairest kingdoms of Europe. 

Por these reasons we pass over long passages cited by 
Dr. Geraghty from Pope Boniface i., a.ii. 422 ; Pope 
Xystus, 433 ; Pope Leo, 446 ; Pope Gelasius, 492 ; 
Pope Vigilius, 538 ; Pope Pelagius II , 580 ; Pope 
Gregory, 596 ; Pope Martin, 050 j Pope Hadrian, 737 ; 
Pope Gregory IV., 830; leaving it to those who have a 
liking for interested witnesses to peruse their writings for 
themselves. And we proceed to consider those of Dr. 
G.'s remaining authorities, which appear to us most de- 
serving of attention, without noticing others of minor 
importance in so grave a controversy. It seems, indeed, 
scarcely necessary to observe, that if the great fathers of 
the first four centuries do not prove his case, it would be 
strange if any evidence of comparatively obscure writers 
of the Gth, 7tb, or Sth centuries could establish it. 



(Cuntlnaed from page i:0.) 

XLIV. St. Augustine and the Council of Carthage, 
anno 417, to Pope Zozimus — " Weknow we should com- 
municate our proceedings to your clemency, tbattotbein 
may be added the auihoiity of the Apostolic See." — 
Epis. xxvi., Gallnnd, viii., p 590. 

[Weknow not on what authority Dr. Geraghty attri- 
bute this epistle to St. Augustine. Gallandus gives the 
names of 67 liishops present at this Council and joining 
in this letter, but Si^ Augustine's name is not among 
them. Dr. G. is also in error ia stating that it was 
addressed to Pope Zozimus in 417. If Gallandus, from 
whom Dr. G. purports to cite, be correct, of which there 
can be no doubt, it was addressed, not to Zozimns, )>ut 



